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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is in response to correspondence filed April 7, 2008 in 
reference to application 10/733,168. Claims 2, and 4-7 are pending and have been 
examined. 

Response to Amendment 

2. The amendment filed April 7, 2008 has been accepted and considered in this 
office action. Claims 4-7 have been added and the specification has been amended. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed April 7, 2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

4. With regards to applicant's arguments, see remarks, page 6, that Sun et a! does 
not disclose "differentiation parameters," the examiner respectfully disagrees. The claim 
language does not describe what exactly a differentiation parameter is used for or 
composed of, and therefore the definition is open to interpretation. Therefore these 
frequencies can be red on differentiation parameters. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
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A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

6. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Sun et al (A 
Robust Speecin Understanding System Using Conceptual Relational Grammar; page 
numbers will refer too by the BOLD numbers on the generated HTML page from the 
PDF). 

7. Consider claim 2, Sun teaches a fuzzy grammar rule derivation system to learn 
fuzzy grammar from corpora (Grammar rules are derived from a corpus; page 2, column 
2, line 8.) comprising: 

a shallow parsing algorithm, which assigns syntactic categories to words (words 
are assigned syntactic categories; page 2, column 2, line 32.) and segments a sentence 
into syntactic phrases (Chart in page 2 column 2 shows a sentence that has been 
segmented into syntactic phrases.); 

a syntactic weight assignment algorithm, which assigns syntactic weight to 
context vectors according to their relative importance to a concept (Section 3.2 teaches 
how rules are derived. Here a position is assigned to the context words, which extend 
out 3 words in each direction. As it is clear from the fact that only 3 words in each 
direction are considered, the further out from the word, the less important the context. 
Therefore the position vector is in fact an importance weighting.); and 

a statistical parameter calculation algorithm, which assigns frequency and 
differentiation parameters to context vectors of concepts (page 3, bottom of column 1, 
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top of column 2, conceptual relations are listed with the frequencies and the paring of 
the different contexts are differentiation parameters that define eat rule pair. 
Frequencies is a statistical parameter. ). 

8. Consider claim 4, Sun teaches the method system of claim 2, wherein the 
shallow parsing algorithm produces syntactic phrases in response to concept classes 
(section 3.1 paragraph 3 shows concept classes) and at least one training corpus 
(section 2.1 discusses training corpus). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 0. Claims 5-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Sun 
in view of Wakefield et al. (US Patent 7,1 71 ,349). 

1 1 . Consider claim 5, Sun teaches the method of claim 2, but does not specifically 
teach wherein the syntactic weight assignment algorithm assigns syntactic weight in 
response to a word not being a stop word. 
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In the same field of language processing, Wakefield teaches only completing 
linguistic processing in response to a word not being a stop word (column 1 line 45-56 
discusses not processing stop words in a linguistic system). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to processes only non-stop words as taught by Wakefield in the system 
of Sun in order to remove words with little distinguishing value from consideration 
(Wakefield column 1 line 54). 

12. Consider claim 6, Sun teaches the method of claim 2, but does not specifically 
teach wherein the statistical parameter calculation algorithm assigns parameters in 
response to a word not being a stop word. 

In the same field of language processing, Wakefield teaches only completing 
linguistic processing in response to a word not being a stop word (column 1 line 45-56 
discusses not processing stop words in a linguistic system). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to processes only non-stop words as taught by Wakefield in the system 
of Sun in order to remove words with little distinguishing value from consideration 
(Wakefield column 1 line 54). 

1 3. Consider claim 7, Sun teaches a method of learning fuzzy grammar (Grammar 
rules are derived from a corpus; page 2, column 2, line 8.), comprising: 
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creating semantic pliases (Cliart in page 2 column 2 sliows a sentence tliat lias 
been segmented into syntactic phrases.) in response to concept classes and at least 
one training corpus (section 3.1 paragraph 3 shows concept classes) and at least one 
training corpus (section 2.1 discusses training corpus); 

marking a plurality of words in the semantic phrases with concepts (figure in 
section 3.1 shows phrases that have been annotated) from an annotated corpus sample 
(section 3.1 corpus is annotated); 

calculating at least one syntactic weight (Section 3.2 teaches how rules are 
derived. Here a position is assigned to the context words, which extend out 3 words in 
each direction. As it is clear from the fact that only 3 words in each direction are 
considered, the further out from the word, the less important the context. Therefore the 
position vector is in fact an importance weighting) and at least one statistical parameter 
for each of the plurality of words word using a fuzzy concept rule (page 3, bottom of 
column 1 , top of column 2, conceptual relations are listed with the frequencies and the 
paring of the different contexts are differentiation parameters that define eat rule pair. 
Frequencies is a statistical parameter. Rules are shown section 3.3); 

but does not specifically teach calculating in response to a word not being a stop 
word; and 

ignoring a word in response to the word being a stop word. 

In the same field of language processing, Wakefield teaches only completing 
linguistic processing in response to a word not being a stop word (column 1 line 45-56 
discusses not processing stop words in a linguistic system). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to processes only non-stop words as taught by Wakefield in the system 
of Sun in order to remove words with little distinguishing value from consideration 
(Wakefield column 1 line 54). 

Conclusion 

14. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DOUGLAS 0. GODBOLD whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1451 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 7:00am- 
4:30pm Friday 7:00am-3:30pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Patrick Edouard can be reached on (571 ) 272-7603. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (BBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

DCG 

/Patrick N. Edouard/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2626 



